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ABSTRACT 

A study investigated teachers' attitudes concerning 
the second year of the Reading/Writing Immersion (R/WI) project, 
which assisted early years teachers in the White Horse Plain School 
Division No. 20, Manitoba, Canada, to become more effective in 
working with students who were at-risk of failing to develop reading 
and writing performance goals. All 11 participants in the project 
completed or partially completed surveys. Results indicated that: (1) 
the location and overnll quality of meetings were satisfactory; (2) 
overall, the materials and reading used in the study group phase of 
the project were useful; (3) site visits were either very useful or 
somewhat useful, and the visits were considered as important as other 
components of the project; (4) in most instances, the project was 
meeting participant expectations, and that participants were about 
equally split in believing that the time spent on the project was 
just about what they expected or somewhat more than they had 
•^pected; (5) participants were very satisfied with support provided 
by university staff members; (6) participants indicated that they had 
learned a number of new skills and were already using them in their 
classrooms; and (7) the addition of three workshop sessions on report 
writing provided a valuable experience for project participants. 
Recommendations include: continuation and expansion of the project; 
continuation of the study group meetings; continuation of site visits 
as an integral part of the project; and continuation of participants' 
assessment of student outcomes. (The survey instrument with 
tabulations of data for each question is attached.) (RS) 
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Reading/Writing Immersion: 
A Decision Making Literacy Development Project 

Teacher Surveys 
Year 2 

Introduction 

The Student Support Branch of Manitoba Education and Training approved and funded 
the Rcading/Wnting Immersion (R/WI) Project for three schools in White Horse Plain School 
Division No. 20: ( 1 ) Bon Homme Huttcnan Colony School; (2) Si Francois Xavicr School; 
and (3) C laiurcnt Schwl. The school division provided money for release time for additional 
teachers from the three funded schcxils and two additional schools (i.e., Maxwell Huttcnan 
Colony School and James Valley Huttcnan Colony School) in order that they might also 
participate in the R/WI Project. The Project officially began in September 1992. R/WI was 
designed to assist Early Years teachers in becoming more effective in working with students 
who were "at-risk" ol f ailing to develop the reading and writing performance goals. Since one 
ol the purposes of R/WI was to promote literacy development at all grade levels in the 
participating schools, a resource teacher from each of the sehmls was identified by the 
schml's principal to take part In the participating schools, resource teachers function as 
collaborative, sclKx>l-bascd consultants. It was envisioned that the consultative-collaborative 
nature of their role would serve to build an ethos, or climate for collective language arts efforts 
in each school. Collegia! consultation efforts were perccp cd as one w ay of piling and 
effectively multiplying the knowledge base and skills stemming from R/WI. In Year 2, the 
Project was expanded to include both Grades 1 and 2. A total ol two Grade 1 teachers, one 
Grade 2 teacher, one Grade 1 teacher, four mulli-ycai teachers, three resource teachers, and 
two kicultv ol |{ducation (University ol Manitoba) stalf members participated in the R/WI 

5 
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Project during the 1993-94 school year. However, one of the teachers became ill in the middle 
of the school year and took a leave of absence from her position and the Project, 

During the 1993*94 school year, R/WI was comprised of two components. First, a 
study group or workshop component, that tcx>k place between September 1993 and May 1994. 
In Year 1 these workshops lasted an entire day. However, at the request of the participants, in 
Year 2 all but one of the workshops were decreased from full-days to half-days so that more 
site visits could be carried out. As a result, there was one full-day workshop, and six half-day 
workshops held at the St. F 7 rancois Xavicr Community School. These meetings involved the 
presentation and/or discussion of: (a) whole language issues; (b) procedures and materials 
related to the teaching of reading and writing skills; (c) the development reading and writing 
objectives; 'd) ihc assessment of reading and writing skills; (c) classrwm management 
strategics; (0 the effectiveness of procedures being tned in the classrooms; (g) Project report 
writing; (h) miscuc analysis; and (0 other project related matters. 

Second, a site visitation component took place between October 1993 and May 1994. By 
increasing the number of site visitations, it was possible to begin the visitations a month earlier 
than was possible in Year 1 . In this component the Project participants established the goals 
and purposes lor the site visits and observ ations. These included the University staff ( 1 ) 
observing the participants using Project strategics with the students they identified as being at- 
risk, (2) demonstrating instructional strategies, and (3) assessing student performance. This 
allowed the teachers to view the mixlcling of a variety of teaching techniques. The teachers 
were debriefed after each site visit. The observation sessions were also used to provide 
participants w ith constructive feedback regarding their instruction and to assist with the 
analysis of student performance. 

Based on their experiences in Year 1 . the three Project schmls applied f or and received 
funding tor an additional six days ol support I rum the two University stall members. These 
additional six days were di\ ided up so that thiee days weic allocated to site \ isits and three 
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days were allocated to report writing workshops. The six days were provided at the end of 
Apnl and first part of May 1994 

An important aspect of the R/Wi Project is that it was designed to operate as a 
collaborative model. That is, aH of the participants were to work together to design the specific 
direction of the Project The basic premise of the Project is that effective teachers arc 
competent "decision makers" and that future professional growth is dependent on the ability of 
teachers to monitor or reflect on their teaching performance. Therefore, the study group or 
workshop component of this Project was not the traditional, lecture style university class. The 

Project participants established agendas, topics for discussion, book study sessions, bwk 
fairs, ctx^pcrativc reporting and other joint activities. In these sessions the university personnel 
acted as facilitators. A second aspect of the collaborative approach w as that it allowed each 
sch(x)l to develop their ow n unique program based on the specific characteristics of their schwl 
community. 

One funding condition was that this Project be c\ aluatcd. Therefore, an evaluation plan 
was designed and accepted by the Project's Management Committee. This plan called for a 
process evaluation (an evaluation of the implementation of the Project) during the Project's first 
year of operation (i.e., the 1992-93 school year), and for implementation and outcome 
c\ aluations (effects of the Project on the students) during the second and third years (i.e., 
school years 1993-94 and 1994-95). A two-part design was selected as it allowed for complete 
Project implementation prior to the assessment of student outcomes. University personnel 
were given the responsibility of earning out the process evaluations and White Horse Plain 
Division No. 20 staff members were assigned responsibility for the outcome evaluations. 

Year 2 Evaluation Method 

The methodology used lor the Year 2 process evaluation was a teacher survcv A teacher 
survey methodology was selected as it was the most economical method of providing detailed 
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information to the Student Support Branch, Manitoba Education and.T raining and White Horse 
Plain School Division No. 20. 

Instrument 

The purpose of the survey was to collect data about the processes used to accomplish the 
goals stipulated for Year 2 of the Project, It was designed by the Univcisily personnel, and 
was based on the survey that was designed and utilized in Year 1 . The survey was made up of 
two parts and included multiple choice and open-ended questions. A two part survey was 
designed because the workshops on report writing were conducted in May 1994. That is, it 
was felt that if the June 1 5 V 4^94 report deadline was to be met, University staff could not wait 
until the middiv of May 1994 to do data analysis and report writing. A copy of the Part A can 
be lound in Appendix A, w hilc Pan B can be found in Appendix B. 

Procedure 

Since both "official" and "unofficial" members of the Project took part m the two major 
components of R/Wl (i.e., the study group or workshop meetings and the site visits), a!l 1 1 
participants were given a part A survey to complete at the April 14, 1994 group meeting. The 
participants were directed to take the survey away with them and compete it at their 
convenience. They were also asked not to discuss the survey with other participants and to 
return the survey within two weeks. Participants were provided prc-addrcsscd envelopes for 
returning the completed surveys. Part B of the survey was handed out at the end of the last 
w nting workshop held on May 19, 1994. However, since the resource teachers were not 
required to write reports (they were not responsible for the instruction of students involved in 
the Project) onl\ the participants who had attended the writing workshop were given Pail B to 
complete ( c > of the 1 1 participants). Again, participants were asked not to discuss the survey 
w ith each other and to return the surv cy w ithin two weeks in the prc-addrcsscd envelopes that 
were provided 
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As all responses were to remain confidential, the teachers were asked not to include their 
names on the surveys nor the return envelopes. Instructions on how to complete the survey, 
along with a phone number to call it they had any questions, were included on the survey. Part 
A took approximately one hour to complete while Part B took approximately 1/2 hour to 
complete. 

Teacher Survey Results 
All 1 1 of the Project participants, returned cither a completed or partially completed 
survc>. Of the 1 1 participants, 6 (54.5*70 had participated in Year 1 and 5 (45.591) were new 
to the Project. Nine (81.8^ ) of the participants were official members of the Project while 2 
( 1K.2'a ) were unofficial members. Therefore, in order to maintain confidentially, the data was 
not presented by "official - unofficial" classifications. Unless a difference was lound between 
mdi\ iduals who had been in the Project for two years and those who vv ere in it for only one 
\cai\ onl\ total group data will be presented. To facilitate the reader's understanding ol the 
suia cy data, the authors organized the results into seven topic areas. 

Meetings 

At the end of Year 1 it was recommended that fewer lull-day meetings be held and that 
this extra time be use for school visitations. Therefore, in Year 2 a total of one full-day and six 
half -da\ R/Wl Project meetings were held. Section 1 (Part A) of the survey asked the 
participating teachers to respond to six general questions regarding the location and overall 
quality of the mceUngs. 

1 . The meetings for the Reading/Writing Immersion Program have been held 
at St. Francois Xavier Elementary School. How do you feel about this 
location? 

On Part A of the April IW survey, 8 (72.7'# ) of the respondents suited that the 
"location is fine", 2 ( \X.2 i7 < ) reported that the "location was t<x> far from m\ home school", 
and 1 ( l > \ ( 7< ) icported taut it did "not matter" where the meetings were held (see Appendix A). 
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2 . Rate the room in which the meetings have been held in by circling the 
most appropriate response. 

All eleven respondents rated ihe meeting room's cleanliness and lighting as being "very 
good". Ten (90.9%) of the respondents rated the size of the room as being "very good" while 
I {9.1%) respondent rated room si/.e as being "good". A total of 4 (36.4<# ) respondents rated 
the room's temperature as being "very good\ 5 (45.5%) rated it as "good" and 2 (18.2%) 
rated it as "poor". 

3. In your opinion, how would you rate the overall organization of the 
meetings held so far? 

Comments/suggestions for improvement. 

• Si\ (27.3%) of the of the 1 1 respondents stated that the group meetings had been M \ cry- 
well organized", 4 (36.4'2 ) indicated that they had been "well organized" and 1 (9. If? ) 
indicated that the meetings had been "poorly organized". In the comments/suggestion portion 
of the question the following responses were provided: 

• "Tm much repetition and off task." 

• M l wish more people would have brought work samples and ideas to share. Even 

w hen we were told to, people didn't. Maybe if it was made mandatory there would 
be a greater effort put forth." 

• "Sometimes, ux> much time was spent on one area, such as the Miscue Analysis 
w hich, I led, could have been discussed in a much shorter lime." 

• "Not always ended up w ith learning of specific but were still important info. 
provided.* 1 

4. Given that one of the main goals of this Project is that a collaborative 
approach be utilized, how satisfied are you with the opportunities you 
have had with regards to input into the agendas of the meetings? 
Comments/suggestions for improvements. 

Of the 1 1 respondents, 10 reported being "very satisfied" with their 

opportunities lot input regarding meeting agendas. One (9. \%) respondent stated that they 
were "somewhat dissatisfied" their opportunities for input. The one dissatisfied respondent 
commented thai "Nothing new. Tm much lime taken up with diagnostics and not enough 
tune with strategics Writing was supposed to be our locus." 
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5 . When you have made suggestions with regards to the meeting agendas, 
did you feel that your suggestions were given adequate consideration? 
Comments/suggestions. 

Bight {12J%) of the respondents reported that the suggestions ihcy made were given 
"very adequate consideration*. 2 ( 18.2%) stated their suggestions were given "adequate 
consideration" and 1 (9A%) noted that their suggestions were "were considered, b'H not 
adequately". None of the respondents provided a comment or suggestion. 

6 . Based on suggestions received at the end of Year One, this year's group 
meetings were a half-day long rather than a full-day and more time was 
given to school visits. Overall, how would you rate this ehange? 

Of the 1 1 respondents. 9 (81 X7( ) reported that they H Iikcd the half-day meetings" and 2 

( 18.2*3? ) responded with an "N/A". When asked to comment, the following statements were 

provided: 

• "1 can't compare the two, because I wasn't here last year. But 1 would think that 
half day sessions and more time to on site visits would be better if you arc receiving 
visits."' 

• The schix>l allowed us to work on the project for the second-half. Therefore, 
suggestions, ideas, or resources could be investigated immediately - very 
bcncfiud. Thanks/ 

• "I appreciated the school visits." 

• "Wc waste too much time on the road. The other 1/2 day is not great lor anything." 

• "I found flic- whole-day meetings were too long to sustain my attention." 

• The half day was good for material presentation but in my situation because of 
distance the other hall day was basically wasted." 

Summary . Combining the results of the six questions on the group meetings, it can be 

concluded that, overall, the participants were satisfied w ith the location of the meetings, the 

room in winch the meetings were held, the organization of the meetings and their opportunities 

foi input info the meeting agendas It was also found that reducing the meetings to half-days, 

and increasing the number ol school \ isits was positively received by the respondents Written 

responses did not indicate an\ patterns ol satisfaction or dissatisfaction 
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A comparison of the teacher survey data on meetings for Years 1 and Year 2 did not 
re\eal any major differences. For both Years 1 and 2, participants had rated the group 
meetings as a positive experience. 

Materials and Readings 

As was the case in Year I , the study group component held at the St. Francois Xavicr 
Hlcmcntary Sehcx^l in Year 2 was designed to discuss issues, attitudes and skills related to the 
teaching of reading and writing. It was in this component that the majority of instructional 
procedures were presented and discussed. As part of this component, a variety of 
materials/readings were pro\ ided to the RAVI participants. To assess these materials and 
readings, questions 7 through 14 were included on the survey (sec Section II - 
Materials/Readings, Appendix A). 

7 , Overall, how would you rate the quality of the reading material that have 

been provided to you? 
Comments/suggestions. 

Analysis of the teacher survey results lor question 7 revealed that 5 (45. 5^ ) of the 
participants rated the quality of the reading materials presented b\ University staff as being of a 
"\ cry high quality * and that 5 (45.5*3 ) rated them as of a "high quality". One (9. V7< ) 
Respondent did not proudc an answer to this question However, that respondent did pro\ ide 
the first comment listed below. 

• "What reading materials? There was nothing specifically new this year. The Pippin 
Bix>ks were interesting reading, but nothing new and we never really discussed the 
info." 

• "Not made aware of what is available at the school." 

8 , Do you feel that the reading material provided to you thus far has 

presented: mostly new information, a half-and-half mixture of new and 
old information or mostly old information that I already knew? 

The majority of the participants (9 or 81. H7 ( ) responded that the material presented to 

them was "a halt-and-hall mixture of new and old information". One respondent ) 

tepnilcd that "mostly now information" was pro\ ide i to them and I (M. 1*8 ) responded thai the 

t'2 
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material included "mostly old information that I already knew". Follow-up analysis indicated 
that the respondent who reported that the information was "mostly new" was new to the Project 
m Year 2, while the respondent who reported "mostly old information" had taken part in Year 

1. 

9. Overall, how would you rate the usefulness of the reading material 
provided to you? 

Comments/suggestions for improvement. 

Nine (SI .8%) of the participants stated that the reading materials were "very useful". 1 
( c >. l'. 7 r ) indicated thu; they were "somewhat useful" and 1 (9.1 'if ) stated that they were "not 
\ en useful". Tw o of the four comments made by the respondents indicated that they would 
have liked more time to read, discuss and absorb the material. The four comments were: 

• "No new strategics provided." 

• "After being in it for a year, I was able to understand & compliment 
thconcs/matcrials with a much improved confidence." 

• "We need more time to absorb & time to read." 

• "I would like mote discussion and comments about professional materials we have 
read." 

10, How would you rate the amount of information that has been provided to 
you? 

Comments/suggestions for improvement, 

Imvc (4_S.5'ft ) of the 1 1 respondents stated that the amount of information provided was 
"the right amount", I ( c >. 10! ) suited that the amount was "just a little too much material to be 
rtv-.i between sessions", and 4 (36.4^ ) stated that they "could have dealt with a little more 
mat' rial between sessions" One ( c >. \ ( 7( ) suited that "(ar too little in the way of 
material /readings were provided". The following "comments/suggestions for improvement" 
w ere made* 

• "We ..lought. were to concentrate on writing this year" 

• "It is difficult to answer Some weeks there was a fairly large amount ol reading 
material At other times there was a minimal amount to read or none at all." 
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I 1 . How adequate was the University Staff follow-up to the reading material 
(i.e., willingness to diseuss/explain ideas presented in the 
materials/readings)? 

Comments/suggestions for improvement. 

When asked lo rale University staff's follow-up on the reading material, 9 (81.8%) 
participants rated it as being "very adequate", 1 (9. \%) rated it as "adequate" and 1 (9.1%) 
rated it as "not at all adequate". The respondent who did not find the follow-up by University 
stal l to be adequate provided the first comment listed below. 

• "Perhaps I was not "present", but I don't remember any assigned readings." 

• "Impressive willingness lo give assistance." 

12, Do you feel that the reading and other professional materials given to you 
in Year Two covered the topie areas that you thought would be covered 
when you started the Program in September 1993? 

Of the 1 1 partiei pants, 5 (45.5*2 v reported that they thought there were "very lew 

surprises" with regard lo the topic areas cmcrcd by the raiding materials. Two ( 18.27< ) 

participants reported that "there were a number of areas" covered by the reading materials that 

y did not expect, and 2 ( IS. 2^ ) reported that there were "a lot of areas" covered that they 

did not expect. Two ( 18.2% ) participant did not respond to the question. Even though Project 

participants were not ask f or additional comments, three did so anyway. These comments arc 

as follows. 

• "Personally I thought Uxi much time was spent on miscucs; but it was the decision 
of the majority. I found the review benef icial." 

• "Did not know w hat to expect." 

• "Because I wasn't part of the Project the year before 1 didn't know what to expect " 

13. Were there topic areas you would have liked to have reeeived reading 
material on, but did not? 

If yes, what were those topic areas? 

Six (54.5%) of the respondents replied "yes" to the question and 5 (45. 5'* ) replied "no" 
The six who replied "yes" provided these written comments: 

• "More and different strategics to help "at-risk kids". I thought our lcx % us was to be 
writing, not reading miscuc analysis." 
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• "Specific strategics to meet goals, because 1 did not have the advantage of on-site 
\ isits. The testing ideas \vc were given were excellent, but strategies to solve 
problems were probably part of the on-site visits/ 

• "Perhaps some new teaching strategics/ 

• "I would have liked more material on teaching different reading strategics and also 
information on how to detect a child's best learning style." 

• "Bui not because there was any wasted lime." 

• "! would have liked more specific strategics to try and meet certain needs." 

One participant who answered the question "no" supplied the comment "I'm anticipating 
receiv m.g the student - led conference materials. " 

14. Given that this is a collaborative Project, did you feel that you could 
suggest reading material for the group? 
Comments/suggestions 

Nine (81.8'/1 ) participants replied "yes" to the question and 2 ( 18.2%) responded "no". 
Follow -up anal\ sis of the data indicated that the two respondents who said "no' 7 were 
mdi\ iduals w ho were new to the Project in Year 2. The first two "comments/suggestions" 
listed below were from those two respondents. From their comments it can be seen that the 
I act that the) were new to the Project, and new to teaching, may have affected their comfort 
lc\el with making suggestions. That is, being new they may have been unsure of what they 
could or should suggest as readings. 

• "As a newcomer, 1 was not always sure of the group direction. And as a first year 
teacher I didn't have a lot of background information and experience to suggest. 
This w as more of a learning rather than a collaborative experience for me." 

• "Fmm the beginning 1 wasn't sure of our direction. This is probably because I was 
new this year as well as being a first year teacher/ 

• "However, I don't think it would have the breadth and range that Drs. Bravi & 
Madak have consistently brought to the meetings." 

Summary . The findings of this section on materials/readings indicated that, overall, the 

participants thought that the readings: (a) were of a high quality; (b) provided new information 

and ic\ icwcd old mlormation, (c) contained useful information; and (d) presented lew 

surprises in terms of the topic areas eo\crcd. Also, (he large majority of the participants felt 
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that the follow -up to the material provided by University staff was very adequate. Finally, 
given that one of the main goals of this Project is to develop a collaborative relationship among 
all participants, it is important to note that 81 '3 erf the individuals who responded to the survey 
thought that they were able to suggest materials/readings to the group. 

When Year 2 results were compared to Year 1 results, the only difference found was 
that in Year 2 four respondents felt that a bit more information could have been presented to 
them each week. In Year 1 none of the respondents felt that they could handle more 
information. While it might be expected that new participants to the Project would be less 
likely to want more information, follow-up analysis indicated that only two of the four 
respondents were new members in Year 2. 

Site Visits 

Dunng Year 2 of RAVI, University staff visited each official Project participant's 
classroom on at least six different occasions dunng the \car. The elassrcx>m of the one of the 
three unof ficial Project members was visited twice. 

As was the case in Year 1 , Year 2 visits were usually a half-day in length, but on several 
(vcasions more tunc was spent. What (xreurred during school visits was typically dictated by 
teacher requests. Typical sehml \ isit activities were; (a) observations of the entire class or 
individual students; (b) assessment of individual student performance; (c) consultation on a 
\anct\ of topics; and (d) the demonstration of instructional oi assessment techniques, flach 
\ isitation ended with the University staf f meeting with the participants and providing 
information about teacher requests. In addition, suggestions were of ten made about mailers 
other than those requested by the teachers. At some sites, the University staf 1 also met with the 
principal and other stall members regarding matters related to the Project. 

Questions 15 through 19 were designed to assess the \ isitation portion of the Project (sec 
Appendix A) Cincn that usits were only carried out lor the eight teachers (seven official and 
one unofficial participants), three respondents consistently did not provide answers to 
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questions 15 through l c >. Of these three respondents, one was likely a resource teacher who 

did not have a classroom to visit and two were unofficial members who did not receive visits. 

15. How helpful were observations/suggestions made during the school visits 
in focusing the intent of the Program? 
Comments/suggestions for improvement. 

Five (45.5%) of the respondents thought that the site visits were "very useful" and 3 
(27.3'Jf ) believed them to be "somewhat useful". Three (27.33J ) participants did not respond 
to the question. As stated above, the non respondents most likely included one resource 
teacher and two unofficial participants. Responses to the "comments/suggestions for 
improvement" section of the question produced the following: 

• "I don't have a classroom. So I did not answer #15 - 19. M 

• "Teacher be freed to debrief ; without handling the class at the same time. Written 
questions & objectives & strategics given to Dr. B. prior to lesson -- locus on these 
during debriefing." 

• "My room was not visited per sc as mine was not the target group." 

• "As of now 1 haven't been visited at my school." 

16. How helpful were the school visits in assisting you to make connections 
between the material/content presented in the sessions at St. Francois 
Xavier Elementary School and what you do with kids? 
Comments/suggestions for improvement* 

Five (4.S.5'/? ) respondents reported that the site visits were "\cry useful" in assisting 
them to make connections between workshop material and teaching practice and 3 (27.30? -) felt 
lhat the visits w ere "somewhat useful". Three (27.3'7r.) participants did not respond to the 
question. Again, the non respondents may have been one participating resource teacher and 
tv\o unofficial members who were not visited. Only one ol the 1 1 respondents provided a 
comment for this question. 

• "But at times I'm still vcrv contused." 
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17. Overall, when comparing all of the components of the Reading/Writing 
Immersion Project (i.e., sessions at the St. Francois Xavier Elementary 
School and school visits) during Year Two, how important were the 
school visits made by Gerry and Paul? 

Com men ts/suggest ions. 

Three (27.3^) of the respondents rated the site visits as H thc most important component" 
ol the Project and 4 (36.4'J? ) others rated the visits as "equal in importance" to the other 
components of the Project. One (9. 1 %) participant felt the visits were "not as important" as 
other Project components and 3 (27.3^) did not respond to the question. The following 
comments and suggestions were made: 

• "Since I was in the Project unofficially m Year One, I regarded these visits as an 
opportunity to have Dr. B. observe me "in-action". This then would help mc know 
if I had indeed implemented the theory appropriately, effectively & efficiently." 

• "You arc able to be more specific regarding your own. students." 

18. Compared to Year One, do you feel that the increase in the number of 
school visits was a good decision? 

Com men ts/suggest ions. 

Of the eight participants who responded to this question, 3 (27.31) replied "do not 
know" because they were not part ol the Project in Year 1 and 5 (45.5%) replied "yes". Two 
of the respondents provided a comment. The comments made were as follows: 

• "1 was a part of Year One, but did not have schwl visits." 

• "I feel it is important for those who are in the project for their first year." 

19. Do you have any other comments/concerns that you would like to add 
about the school visits? 

Three ( 27,3'* ) participants responded to the question. The comments or concerns w ere 
as Minus: 

• "I would like to sec all Project members in one school visited at one time. '% of 
time with each teacher could van*. During debriefing all teachers would benefit 
I mm "good" points, "improvements" as well as adding other insights to the 
strategics, students & become aware of strength of a student that could be thcir's in 
another year." 

. • *\ was \crycomlortablc with the school visits They were done in a vcr\ non- 

thrcatcmng u a> Ne\ ct did I feel that my teaching methods were being cntici/cd oi 
evaluated." 
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• "Make it required that teacher's present in written form exactly what it is they ask 
Drs. Brav i & Madak to observe* assist & comment f in advance." 

Summary . All respondents stated that the site visits were cither "very useful" or 
w somewhat useful" and the vast majority thought that the visits were "as important" as other 
components of the Project or "the most important" component. It was also found that those 
respondents who had been in the Project in Year 1 felt that the decision to increase the numf cr 
of school visits in Year 2 was a good one. The majority of the few written comments that were 
made were positn e in nature. 1 1 is likely that one resource teacher and two unofficial Project 
members represented the majority of the non respondents in this section and that this was due 
to the fact thai they were not observed during site visits. 

Finally, when the Year 2 results were compared to Year 1 results, it was found that they 
were almost identical. The only difference between the two years concerned the fact that in 
Year 2 participants did not request that the number of site visits be increased. Therefore, it 
would appear that increasing the number of site visits in Year 2 had addressed the concerns 
expressed by Project participants in the Year 1 ev aluation. 

s 

lYoieet Expectations 

Five questions in this section attempted to examine how closely Project (a) matched 
expectations of what it would be, (b) utility, (c) confidence in reaching expectations, and (d) 
time expenditure matched participant expectancies (see questions 20-24, Appendix A). Finally, 
one question asked them for additional comments or suggestions about the amount of time 
taken by the Project 

20. At this point in time how similar is the Projeet to what you expeeted it to 
be? If it is not what you thought, how is it different? 

Seven ((>3.Mf') of the respondents to the question indicated that the Project was "very 

close" to what they thought it would be, 2 ( 18.2'# ) suited it was "somewhat close" to what 

the\ thought it would be and 2 ( 18.2'3 ) noted that it was "not al all close" to what they thought 

it would be Follow -up analysis ol the data indicated that the participants who found the 
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Project to differ Irom what they expected were the new members. Those who had participated 
in the Project in Year 1 were more likely to indicate that it was "very close* to what they had 
c\pcct. There were iwo comments about how the Project dif fered from their expectancies for 
it 

• "I had no information on the course before I started, other than it would be very 
useful for mc to take, (and ii was extremely useful!)" 

• "It is not different, I just wasn't sure what to expect/ 1 

21. Is the Project turning out to be as useful to you as you thought it would 
be? Comments/suggestions for improvements. 

Seven (63.67^ ) respondents stated that "yes" the Project was "very useful" and 3 
(27.3%) indicated that it was "somewhat useful" to them. One (9.1%) participant replied that 
the Project was "not very useful" to them. The respondent who did not feel that the Project 
was \cry useful commented that "Need more strategies, new techniques in working with 'at- 
risk' students." The one additional comment made by a respondent was: 

• "It has made mc very aware of my objectives, how I go-about to achieve them and 
making my results or achievements measurable." 

2 2. At this point, how eonfident are you that your expectations for the Project 
will be reached? Why or why not? 

hvc (45. 5*3 ) respondents felt that they were "somewhat confident" about having their 
expectations met and 3 (27.3'? ) stated that they were "very confident" that their expectations 
would be reached. One (9. 1%) indicated that they were "not very confident" about having their 
expectations met and 2 ( 18.27r ) participants did not respond to the question. The respondent 
w ho was not vers confident that their expectations for the Project would be reached commented 
"Strategics, strategics, strategics, please." 

The following arc participant comments made by those who fell "somewhat confident" 
ah nit ha\ ing their expectations met. 

• "My job may change. Division pull out backing, I am concerned for Year F : our. 
How supports c is division? Will they expect this all to take place on teachers' own 
time or w ill they still devote paid time somewhat?" 
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• "My class is too great a load for any 1 teacher - 1 often feel somewhat 
overwhelmed." 

• "There were a lot of outside interferences that may have hampered the results." 

The following arc participant comments made by those who were "very confident" that 
their expectations for the Project would be reached: 

• "The expectation that this course would be useful was definitely reached. But, my 
own goals for my students, in a lot of tests won't be reached - Too many goals, 
tcx) little class time, trying to work in all educational aspects with limited resources 
including lack of experience/ 

• "The Project has helped me become specific with goals and objectives." 

Finally, one of the respondents who did not respond to the first half of the question 
repotted: 

• "I didn't have any definite expectations for the Project. What I decided on for my 
specific expectations ftv my students in the Project 1 am confident we stnvcd hard 
to reach. That is showing growth." 

23. The time I spent on the Projeet this year was more or less than I 
expeeted? 

Four (36.4 f # ) of the respondents noted that they had spent "a bit more time" than they 
had expected. Three (27.3'# ) participants thought they had spent "just about the amount of 
time" they had expected and 1 (9. 1C? ) felt she had spent "much more time" than expected. 
Three ( 18.2 f # ) participants reported that they had spent "a bit less than" they had expected. No 
differences were (bund between first time participants and parUcipants who had been in the 
Project for two years. 

24. Do you have any additional eommcnt/concerns/suggestions to make 
regarding the amount of time taken up by this Project in Year Two? 

Only one conuncnt/conccm/suggestion was made - "I was very interested and just 
wanted to savor all 1 could." 

Su mmary In most instances the Project was meeting participant expectations. The 
majority of the participants felt that the Project was very close to what they thought it would lx\ 
that it was turning out to be very useful to them and that they were confident that their 
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expectations lor the Project would be reached. Those who expressed concerns about knowing 
what the Project was about, were more likely to have been first time Project members. 

Finally, the participants were about equally split in believing that the time spent on the 
Project w as just about w hat they expected or somewhat more than they had expected. Three 
indi\ iduals fell that they had a bit less time than they expected. 

When a comparison between Year 1 and Year 2 results was conducted, it was found that 
participants in Year 2 were more likely to report that the Project was very useful to them. The 
only other diff erence found between Year I and Year 2 responses was that while none of the 
participants m Year 1 reported that the Project took less time than they expected, three 
participants in Year 2 reported that they spent a bit less time than they expected. 

Support I -or The Project 

The two questions in this section attempted to acquire participant ratings of (a) the 

uniNcrsitN staff members' participation in the Project and (b) the support provided by their 

sch(x>l's administration (sec questions 25a-j and 26 in Appendix A). 

25. In your opinion, how would you rate the University Staff in the areas 
listed below? Comments/suggestions for improvement. 

Ten (<Xl97 f ) respondents thought University staff members "always" (a) were 

approachable, (b) treated them as professionals (c) were willing to answer their questions and 

(d) cmpathi/cd with the problems they had to deal with in their classrooms. Nine (81.81) 

indicated that the University staff members "always" (a) valued their opinions and (b) 

suggested rather than dictated or entici/cd. Eight (72.7%) noted that they "always" (a) looked 

lor and encouraged their input, (b) made suggestions that were useful to them and (c) helped 

them to tccl more confident about what they did in their classrooms. Finally, seven (63.6*3? ) 

thought that University staff "always" tried to make the Project challenging to them. 

All other responses indicated that the University staff members "sometimes" did all of '<hc 

above things. Follow -up analysis indicated that participants who had taken part in the Project 

loi two years were more likely to have reported that University staff "sometimes" (a) made 
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useful suggestions to them and (b) tried to make the Project challenging to them than were first 
time members. 

Onl\ one comment was made "They try to make the Project challenging in a gcxxl 
wa%." 

26. In your opinion, how would you rate the support being provided to this 
Program from your school's administrator(s)? 
Comments/suggestions Tor improvements. 

Of the 1 1 respondents, 9 (81.8<# ) indicated that they thought their administrator had 
provided "very good" support to the RAVI Project and 2 (18.2%) indicated that "good" support 
had been provided. The following comments and/or suggestions for improvement were 
provided. 

"At times 1 wonder how much they actually know about what is going on. Do thc\ 
have a copy of the goals, do they know/observe the teacher's implementation of 
them? If at times we try 1 method only to throw it out & re-do it a different way do 
they understand or criticize?" 

• M l don't feel there was enough communication between the principal and the 
classroom teacher. It seemed that budget and other administrative issues were onl\ 
discussed with the participating resource teacher. Support from the administrator 
was good, howc\cr, 1 question whether he was truly interested in the project. 1 

w as never asked any questions, etc." 

• "There was insufficient earr\ over from the previous personnel in our school (i.e.. 
teacher & resource involved at our school)." 

• "In out situation we did not sec the carry over that we should have had from 
schml." 

Summarx . In general. Project participants seemed very satisfied with the support 
provided by the University staff members. Furthermore, all of the respondents indicated that 
they thought their sctux>l administrator provided either "very good" or "good" support for the 
Project. The comments indicated that some participants were concerned about their 
administrator's.undcrstanding of the Project goals or communication of these. In addition, 
some lelt the carry over from Year 1 to Year 2 could have been done more efficiently. 

A companion between Yeai 1 and Ycai 2 lor University support indicated onlv small 
differences In both cases, the majority of ih? respondents reported that University stall 
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"always" pan ided support in the ten areas questioned. Concerning principal support, Year 2 
results indicated an improvement in principal support. !n Year 1 five of the participants rated 
their principal as having provided poor support for the Project, while in Year 2 all of the 
participants rated their principal as providing "very g<xxT or "good" support. However, the 
written comments did point out that there were still some problems associated with 
communication and carry over of the Project from Year 1 to Year 2. 

Program Usefulness and Final Comments 

The final section of the survey asked questions that examined the overall usefulness of 

the Project and participant suggestions for improving it. This section was composed of five 

questions (questions 27a-f to 3 1) which can be found in Appendix A. 

27. Based on your experiences with the Project, how would your rate the 
following items? Comments, 

All 1 1 ( lOO.lW ) participants suited that: (a) they were trying out some of the ideas and 
instructional techniques introduced by the Project and (b) they had already adopted some of 
these ideas and techniques as part of their instructional program. Ten (90.9%) reported that the 
Project had helped them to improve their teaching skills. A total of 8 (72.7%) reported that the 
information presented to them so far had been "very useful", 2 (18.2%) reported that the 
information provided to them so far had been "useful" and I (9. 1%) reported that it had been 
"somewhat useful". The results indicated that 8 (72.7%) of the respondents reported that they 
were l(X)^ certain that they will make changes to what they do in the classroom, while 3 
(27.3'i? ) stated that they were "85^ certain" they would make changes. When asked if they 
had noticed changes in their students' performance, 8 (72.7%) stated that they have alrcad\ 
"noticed many positive changes" and 3 (27.3^ ) reported that they had noticed "a few positive 
changes" 

None of the participants reported that: (a) the Project had not been useful; (b) they had 
not adopted an\ of the ideas or instructional techniques pro\ ided in by the Ptoject; (c) they had 
not seen posili\c changes in then students 1 performance, nor (d) they had not tned any of the 
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instructional techniques presented. Only I (9. 1%) participant thought that the Project had not 
helped ihcm to improve their teaching skills. 

Follow-up analysis indicated that participants who had been in the Project for two years 
were apt to be less positn c in their responses to the questions on (a) usef ulness of the 
information provided so far, (b) their certainty about making changes to what they do in the 
classroom, and (c) with regards to seeing positive changes in the performance of their students 
than were first time participants. While these differences were not large, we felt that they 
should be pointed out to the reader. 

The following comments were made: 

• 'Those changes that 1 have made arc from last year's time, not from this year." 

• "Many pusitivc changes have already been made." 

• "Just moved down to Primary - given this appointment is much better than taking 
standard university courses to gam experience & knowledge in this area." 

• "It has helped me to decide how & to what minimal level I would like at-risk 
students in my class, to attain." 

• "But a person has to want to change and work hard at it." 

28. Name/describe some changes that you have made in your classroom 
during Year Two that are a result of this Project. 

Ten (90. WO participants described 19 changes that were a direct result of the Project. 
The changes arc as follows: 

• H I don't have a classnxMn." 

• "Teaching toward more specifi c goals and letting the students know the goals we 
arc try ing to achieve. Basic goals are shared. We have a direction to go in to get 
where we want to be. I have used specific class motivations, like charting their 
growth visually. I have given them ownership of some of the goals, (reading & 
Doleh w ords) which they enjoy. To get a better understanding of stones, we have 
participated in involvement in play time, puppet shows and performing plays, and 
in re telling." 

• "More wnting a wider range of writing classes. Attempting to tic parents into the 
equation of their child, i.e., Reading logs, wnting letters, more published stones H 

• "1. Objccti\c writing: I have written objectives in place that help mc to l<vus my 
teaching on specific skills, etc. 
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2. Testing & data collection: This has become an ongoing thing for me. I am 
trying to be more organized in my collection of data. 

3 ' Analyzing data: 1 am able to identify students having difficulty in a certain area, 
and make quicker decisions as to how to rc-tcach that skill. 
4. Peer teaching: I have found that 1 tend to let students explain their thought 
processes to each other more so now." 

• "Objectives for special needs students (short and long-term)." 

• "I was able to purchase more library books for the students and have rc-arranged 
my classroom library to make books more accessible to the students. This has 
encouraged the home reading program also." 

• "More emphasis has been put on reading & testing the reading. I have become a 
better cvaluator - my evaluation tools & skills have improved - data is more reliable 
& not so subjective - more impcrical evidence has been gathered." 

• " I ) Working more with small groups. 

2) Targeting specific areas of weakness within those groups. 

3) Using different methods to establish baselines. 

4) Do more reading miscuc analysis. 

5) More oral retelling of stories. 

6) Using information from #'s 4 & 5 to make improvements in reading." 

• FAaluatc and recorded results much more efficiently . 
used assessment as on going process. 

did more I on 1 teaching again. 

I used more behavioral objectives to sec my other goals met." 

• "Although I was not a part of >car one, ihc project helped me with setting up m\ 
evaluation prcvoss." 

To provide some consistency with the Year 1 report, the items listed above were 
classified in the four categories of (a) objectives and goals, (b) assessment and evaluation, (c) 
general instructional changes, and (d) specific instructional changes adopted. It is noteworthy 
thai (a) t'hc same number of changes were reported in both Year 1 and Year 2 ( l c >), (b) in Year 
2 7 (36.8 f 3E ) ol the changes reported were related to the specification and assessment of studenl 
performance (in Ycai 1 it was 10 of I 1 )), (c) 5 (26.OTf ) were related to specific instructional 
changes adopted, (d) 4 (21. 1^) were related to objectives and goals, and (c) 3 ( 15.8^) 
changes were classified as general instructional changes. These results, therefore, overlap a 
great deal with the results provide by the Year 1 evaluation. 
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29. If you could change one thing about the Project, what would it be? 

Ten (90 9%) of the 1 1 participants mentioned 10 changes they would make in the 
Project. The changes arc as follows: 

• M l would like more time spent on learning new strategies to help students with the 
reading/writing process. A re-hash of the previous year's info, is not a valid use of 
my time." 

• "I think that on-site visits arc very important because each class has its own unique 
situations that can't be dealt with in the group. It would be nice if the time and , 
money could be found for everyone to benefit from this." 

• "Increased time lor both theory and the practical that is observed. Observed in this 
manner (non-authonty expert - - re: teacher evaluation within division) you feel free 
to attempt things that have/arc problem areas. You don't have to "set-up" the 
situation so it works well. More of this is a good way v> expand your strengths & 
mintmi/c weakness." 

• M l would change the role of the resource teachers. I'm not even sure what their job 
is. Taking minutes at meetings? Going to the management meetings? 1 don't find 
them helpful in my ciassrwm situation. I've learned to deal with learning problems 
on my own." 

• "Determine a Di\ isional Coordinator for the Project (not necessarily an 
administrator)." 

• "The distance \vc need to travel should be equah/cd for all." 

• "Nothing." 

• "I would like to have more 'hands-on' activities at the workshops. For example, 
let's do a reading miscuc or role play a 'child led conference'." 

• "1 would just love to spend an entire year just studying the various aspects of 
reading and become more proficient in teaching strategics." 

• "I would like to sec the on site \ isits take place first. Discuss specific strategics, 
then be able to discuss with the group what you did and how it went." 

Three of the 10 comments were general comments related to the importance of the site 

\ isits One participant suggested that the site visits take place before the study sessions, one 

suggested increased discussion time and one suggested that even the unofficial members be 

able to ha\c site \ isits Two other participants suggested that additional teaching strategies be 

presented to participants in the areas ol reading and writing. The remaining suggestions were. 

making changes to the role ol the resource teachers in the Project, adding a Div isional eo- 
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ordinator for the Project, that the distance participants had to travel to attend the study sessions 
be equalized for everyone, and providing more 'hands on activities' as part of the study group 
sessions. 

When a comparison of suggestions made was earned out lor Year I and Year 2, only one 

similarity v\as found. This similarity inv olved the stated importance of the site visits. 

\ lowcvcr. Year 1 participants were more specific in their recommendations. That is, they 

expressed the desire to have the number of site visits increased while Year 2 comments appear 

to be more general in nature. The remaining suggestions did not overlap at all. 

30. Given what has taken plaee between the start of the Projeet and now, do 
you have any suggestions that you have not already made earlier in this 
survey for improving the ReadingAVriting Immersion Projeet? If so, 
what are they? 

Four (36,4'/? ) participants provided additional comments. Two of these five individuals 
suited that they had no further suggestions to make for improving the Project. Therefore, only 
u\o suggestions for improvement were actually made. The suggestions are as follows; 

• "I feel that some teachers involved with the project felt or arc still f eeling like they 
were i: iorccd H into participating. I am guessing that this is why some people don't 
bring work samples or discuss their students at the meetings." 

M l don't think that the administrators were very open about this project from the 
beginning. Maybe these feelings could have been avoided if the teachers had been 
given a chance to decide for themselves whether they would participate or not" 

• "There should be time for teachers to observ e and consult with one another in 
classroom settings." 

• "None." 

• "None'" 

When a comparison of Year I and Year 2 responses was made, the main difference lound 
was that fewer comments were pro* ided to this question in Year 2. In Year I 10 
comments/suggestions were made while only two were made in Year 2. However, it was 
lound that the two suggestions made in Year 2 had also been made in Year I The most 
common theme m Yeai I was that there was a need to provide participants with a more 
adequate introduction to the lYojcct 'I he suggestions made in Year 2, howc\ cr, added the 
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comment that some teachers may have been forced into taking part in the Project. Finally, in 
last year's results, there were also a number of comments related to increasing the opportunities 
lor participants to visit each other's classrooms. 

3 1 . Do you have any other comments/concerns that you would like to add, but 
haven't been asked? 

Only two additional comments were provided by participants to this qucsUon, and one of 
them was that they had nothing further to add. The comments are as follows: 

• "I'd like to thank the Division for allowing myself & others to benefit from this 
Project in addition to the Provmcially funded teachers." 

• "No!" 

Compared to Year I, far fewer comments were made in Year 2 (7 participants in Year I, 
2 m Year 2). 

Summary . A large majority of the participants indicated that they had learned a number 
i)l new skills and were already using them in their elassrwms. The two most common 
changes reported were the utilization of ore assessment and varied assessment strategies, and 
the utilization oi different classrcxim teaching strategics (e.g., small group work; peer teaching; 
oral retelling of stones; etc.). Participants also indicated that the Project had resulted in an 
impro\ emcnt in then teaching skills and that they had observed a number of positive changes in 
their students' performance. Comments made by the participants also reaffirmed the perceived 
importance of the site visitations to the success of the Project. 

In Year 2 lew cr comments were made regarding suggested changes to the Project. A 
large number of participants cither made no comment about change or suited that they felt no 
change was needed. Some suggestions that were made included (a) spending more group 
session lime on new reading and writing strategics, (b) the need for more adequate participant 
intnxiuction to the Project, (c) more hands on aetn itics in the group sessions, (d) changing the 
role of the resource teachers in the Project, and (c) adding a Divisional co ordinator to oversee 
I he l*ro|ect 
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Th e Report Writing Process 

During the first year of the RAVI Project the teachers were responsible for wntiny Project 
Implementation Plans lor Year 2 and Student Outcome Reports. The Project Implementation 
Plans were used as part of the submission to the Student Support Branch of Manitoba 
Education and Training for Year 2 funding. In Year 1 , Student Outcome Reports were in- 
house documents and \ icvvcd as trial runs tor the reports that arc to be written in Years 2 and 3 
ol the Project In Year 2 teachers were responsible to prov ide Student Outcome Reports to 
both the Division administration and the Student Support Branch of Manitoba Education and 
Training. 

University stall provided the Project participants with matcnals and instruction related to 
report w nting. Tunc was spent during study group sessions and site visits discussing how to 
assess students and how u> collect the data for their Student Outcome Reports. In addition, 
three lull-day report writing sessions were added to the number of group sessions. These 
report w riting days Ux>k place on the 5 lh \ l() lh -> and 19 l h- of May 1994. As part of these 
three days, participants made use of the computer lab at St. Francois Xavicr School to write 
their reports. Unix crstty staff assisted participants w ith the organization of their data, the 
displax o! the data and the w nting of conclusions. The three days also pro\ ided participants 
the opportunity to share and discuss their reports with each other and the University staff 
members , 

In order to evaluate the writing study group sessions, a short survey was designed by the 
I *m\ crsily stal I . The survey contained a total of seven questions (sec Teacher Survey - Part B, 
Appendix B) These questions had been used in Year 1 to assess the assistance participants 
received in the lirst year ol the Project in report wntmg. As slated above, the survey wa> 
handed out to the participants at the end ol the third day on 19 May 1994. 

Since only the classroom teachers were required to write reports, not all 1 1 ol the Year 2 
participants attended the report writing sessions. Therefore, surveys were given out only to the 
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c > partici pants who attended the writing sessions. A total of 8 (88.9%) participants returned a 

completed or partially completed survey. Reminder phone calls were made to all participants 

during the first week in June. When only 8 surveys were received by 10 June 1994, the 

decision w as made to analyze the data and complete the final report. 

Ol the 8 participants who completed Part B, 6 (75.01) were official members of the 

Project and 5 (62.50! ) were in their first year of the Project. Given that initial data analysis 

lound no differences among first and second year participants, the data was presented as a 

single group In order to maintain confidentially, the data was not presented by "official -- 

unofficial ' classifications. The results of Part B arc presented in Appendix B. 

I . Hon helpful were the University staff in assisting you in writing your 
final sehool report? Comments/suggestions: 

All 8 ( lOO.O'tf ) ol the respondents indicated that the University stall members had been 
"\cr\ helpful" in assisting them with report writing. Two of the respondents made the 
i ol lowi ng C( >m me nts: 

• "It was well guided & well followed." 

• "The outline was very helpful. Having Paul at the sehml lor all three days was 
also very helpful." 

When the abo\ c results w ere compared to Year 1 , it was found that Year 2 participants 
rated the helpfulness of the assistance they received much higher. This improved rating could 
be a result ol two factors. First, Year 2 included three workshop sessions that only dealt with 
i e port writing w hilc in Year 1 no such workshops were conducted. During Year 1 the writing 
of the reports w as discussed, but this discussion was spread out over the course of the year 
and the participants wrote the reports by themselves. 

Second, a number of the Year 2 participants had the experience of writing a report in Year 
1 and therefore many have felt more at case with the writing process. However, it should be 
noted thatonU * ( 17 5 f S ) of the Year 2 participants had the Year 1 cvpcncncc Therefore, this 
second possibility can noi b\ itself account lor the improved ratings the writing process 
iecei\ed in Year 2 
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2 . How useful was writing the final school report in helping you to make 
connections between the material/content presented in the sessions at St, 
Francois Xavicr Elementary School and what you do with kids? 
Comments/suggestions: 

Six (75.(Wf ) respondent thought that writing the final school reports was "very useful" in 
helping them make connections between the material/content present in the study group 
sessions and what they did with their students. One ( 12.5%) participant thought that report 
writing was "somewhat useful" in helping them to make these connections and 1 (12.5%) did 
not respond to the question. The comments and/or suggestions made arc as follows: 

• "I have a much better idea of what 1 intend to do in Sept. next year." 

• "It was extremely useful to tic all things together & to actually see how obtainable 
your goals & objectives were." 

Once again, when Year 1 results were compared to Year 2, it was found that participants 

in Year 2 were more positive in then ratings. This was likely due to ( 1 ) the fact that in Year 1 

the survc\ was administered bclorc most participants had written their reports and (2) that in 

Year 2 three additional workshop sessions provided specific time for participants to sit down 

and do their planning. In Year 1 , participants had to find their own time in order to plan and 

write their final reports. 

3. How useful was writing the final school report in helping >ou to develop 
an implementation plan for Year 3 of the Project? 
Comments/suggestions: 

Six (75 O'/J ) stated that w nting the final school report was "very useful" in helping them 
to develop an implementation plan for Year 3, and 2 (25,0%) reported it was "somewhat 
useful". The comments and/or suggestions made arc as follow s: 

• "I already can visuuli/c a plan, organize and construct assessment that should be 
done throughout the year." 

• "It helped me to decide which evaluation tools were easy to use or which ones w ere 
too difficult Also, it made mc sec w hich objectives were specific enough or not." 

• "It has made me more aware ol the need lor precise objectives and the ongoing need 
lor careful dcvumentation of students abilities and work samples." 
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It is obvious from the abo\c comments that tor those participants, the reports had a 

positi\ c impact on the development of an Implementation Plan for Year 3. A comparison with 

Year 1 indicated that, again, that Year 2 participants rated the report writing process as more 

useful than did Year 1 participants. However, once again one must remember that in Year 1 

most participants had not written their reports prior to filling out the survey. 

4. How useful was writing the final sehool report in helping you to evaluate 
the value of the Project to your professional development? 
Comments/suggestions: 

Seven (87.57c ) individuals thought writing the final school report was "very useful" in 
helping them to evaluate the value of the R/Wl Project, 1 ( 12.5%) stated it was "somew hat 
useful". The following comments and/or suggestions were made: 

• "I have a better idea of m\ strengths and weaknesses and know what I need to 
work on." 

• "It was a very good learning year. Things were spread out to have a chance to 
absorb material, work with it, record it to sec the results and to be able to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the project regarding reading & writing progress of children." 

• "It has made mc more aware of m\ students' needs and helps to concentrate on the 
small steps leading to the larger goal." 

As in questions I -3 above, the responses to this question were positive, and were again 

more positive than those obtained in Year 1 . The report writing process in Year 2 appears to 

ha\e really helped the participants to identify their own growth. Again, it must be remembered 

that the caveats mentioned abo\ c also apply to this question. 

S. How useful was writing the final sehool report in helping you to evaluate 
the progress made by the students involved in the Projeet? 
Comments/suggestions: 

All 8 ( 1(X).(V3 ) of the participants who responded to Part B or the survey reported that 
the writing process was "very useful" in helping them to evaluate the progress made by their 
students. The comments made by the lour participants who responded to the open-ended 
portion ol this question vseie as follows. 

• "It is gcxxl to see the prmf ol progress the students have made this year." 

• "All progress becomes death recorded and accounted for " 
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• "Graphing results really made you sec their progress." 

• "Even though the progress varied to quite a degree, it was gratifying to sec that all 
children made progress and that many skills were developing even though it 
couldn't be shown in graphs." 

The report writing process appears to have played a key role in the participants' abilits to 

identify and document student growth. Also, Year 2 participants found the report wnting 

process to be much more useful than did Year 1 participants. One more, it must be 

remembered that the caveats mentioned above also apply to this question. 

6. What additional assistance could have been provided in Year Two that 
would have helped you in writing your final school report? 

A total of 4 (50.0%) participants responded to this question and provided written 

comments. The specific comments made by these individuals were: 

• "It might have been easier for us to visualize the final data if the graphing and 
writing of information had been charted after the initial baseline information was 
gathered." 

• "Three days wasn't enough to \\ rite the report but I can't sec us getting any more 
days!?" 

• "The Sehixil Board did provide computer lessons for all interested teachers. This 
certainly helped in the report writing. But I still have not developed enough skills 
to make using a computer for the report an easy task. The three days 
computer/report assistance were essential. 1 could have benefited from more." 

• H 1 ) Some lime spent showing us how to use the computer program to write the 

report & make use of the charts; time to practice this to familiarize ourselves 
2) Time to write out7kc\ board our initial findings (baseline data) early in the year 
(Nov. - Dec.)." 

horn the abo\ c comments it can be seen that two main concerns were expressed. I : irst 
it would appear that the participants would have liked to have had more time allocated to the 
report w riling process, and second they felt that the prexress should have begun earlier in the 

year 

7 . Do you have any other eomments/eoneerns you would like to add about 
writing the final sehool report? 

The following comments oi concerns were expressed. 
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• "Not having the proper program on the computers in the home schixM compute! s 
made things challenging. I've found testing a real challenge in my particular 
classroom." 

• "It's a lot of work!" 

• "I appreciated having the group time with your help." 

• "Excellent support through process - computers, using graphs & tables. 
Time given for report writing is very valuable as well as teacher coverage 
(substitute costs). Thank you! both!! Peer interaction was great!" 

• "Writing the final report will be much easier the second year after having had the 
experience this year! 

Thank you! I enjoyed this course and learned a lot!" 
Summary Based on the information collected form Part B of the Teachers' Survcv , it 
can be concluded that the addition of the three workshop sessions on report writing provided a 
valuable experience for Project participants F ; or the mast part those members who Ux>k part in 
the three da\ workshop thought the following: 

1 . the University staff members were helpful in assisting them with the report writing 
process; 

2 . the report writing process helped them to make connections between study group 
material and classroom practice; 

3 u n ting the final report helped them to develop an implementation plan for Year 3 of 
the Project; 

4 . I mal report writing helped them to c\ aluatc the value of the Project to their 
pn >f essional development ; 

5. \\ riling the final report helped them to evaluate student progress; 

w hen compared to Year 1 % the report writing process was rated far more positively in 
Year 2; and, 

7 the three additional sessions appear to have provided participants u ith the report 
writing support that Year 1 participants felt was missing. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
We believe that building relationships between public schmls and universities is difficult, 
bul it is worth the etfoit. It is quite likely a very neccssan process The two institutions 
working logethei on an ongoing basis results in improved practice at both the schcx>l and 
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university levels. Effective change docs not occur through mandates from the central office or 
higher administration. It results from building- and department-level initiatives by dedicated 
professionals. 

On the basis ot the results of the teacher surveys, it was concluded that though there were 
some minor problems in the Project, overall it was a success. Not only was the Project 
successfully continued in the original Grade I classrooms, but it was also successfully 
expanded into Grade 2 classrooms. The comments from the participating teachers were 
generally, \ cry positive. The goals and objectives of the Project have been met. 

Recommendations. 

1 . On the basis of the results of the teacher survey, the White Horse 
Plain School Division No. 20 should encourage and support the 
continuation of the RAVI Project within the three funded schools and 
the two non-funded schools. 

2. Given the teachers 1 perceptions concerning the success of the RAVI 
Project in the funded and non-funded schools, the White Horse Plain 
School Division No. 20 and Student Support Branch of Manitoba 
Education and Training should encourage and support its expansion 
into additional schools. 

Meetings 

During the second year of the Project, study group meetings were viewed as well 
organized, valuable, worthwhile and/or helpful. The collaborative approach was seen as being 
ol particular \al ue. All but one of the participants were "very satisfied" with the opporl unities 
they had lor input into the meeting agendas. The participants also felt that their suggestions 
were given very adequate consideration. The location of the meetings, at St. Francois Xavier 
School, was thought to be convenient (or the majority of participants. Finally, reducing the 
lull-day meetings to hall -days and increasing the number of school visits in Year 2 was rated 
by the participants as a success. 

Recommendations. 

3. Study group meetings were an important aspect of the Project and 
should be continued for the new members that are bought on board. 
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Given the success of the half-day meetings, it is recommended that 
they be continued. 

4 . Study group sessions should continue in their present format. 

5 . In Year 3 each site should hold study group meetings that include the 
original Project participants and the extension teachers. 

6 . During Year 3 there should be a small number of meetings that bring 
together the participants from each site. The main purpose of such 
meetings would be to network for sharing and support. 

Materials and Readings 

Survey data showed that the participants that the readings were of high qualify, provided 
useful new information and helped them to bring into focus already known information. They 
also thought that the follow-up provided by the University staff members was very adequate. 
An overwhelming number of the respondents stated that they were able to suggest 
materials/readings for use in the group. The one suggestion was that four of the participants 
felt that they could handle a "bit more" information than was presented to them in the form of 
materials and readings. 

Site Visits 

Site visits were rated as cither equal in importance to other components of the Project oi 
the most important component. The participants who at the end of Year 1 had requested an 
increase in the number of site visitations were happy with the changes that occurred in Year 2 
to increase those visits The participants also stated that these visits were conducted in a non 
threatening way and heljyed bridge the gap between theory and practice. One common 
suggestion was that participants should have their questions and/or what they want the 
Um\crsit\ staff to observe w ritten down prior to the visit. 

Recommendations. 

7 . Site visits should continue to be an integral part of the Project and 
that the number of visits established for Year 2 remain the same for 
Year 3. 
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Project Expectations 

In most instances the Project met participant exjyectaiiotxs and most indicated that it was 
similar to what they expected if to be. The majority of the respondents stated that the Project 
was useful to them and thai they were confident it would continue to meet their expectations. 
The most significant finding f rom this section of the survey was that Year 2 participants were 
more likely than Year 1 participants to have said that they found the Project to be useful to 
them. Since Year 2 included the Year 1 participants, it might be concluded that the Project's 
perceived usefulness increased as they became more confident in their newly developed skills. 

While four ol the respondents noted that they had spent more time on the Project than 
expected, three f elt they had spent less time than expected and three felt that they had spent 
about what they had expected to spend. 

The most serious concern cxpicsscd in this section of the survey was that some 
participants did not think that they hid lx*en adequately familiarized with Project goals prior to 
its implementation. However, those who expressed this concern were more likely to have been 
new to R/Wl in Year 2. 

Recommendations. 

8 . When new members enter the Project, school administrators and 

University staff should do a more thorough job in familiarizing them 
with the Project format and goals, and in the role participants are 
expected to play. 

Support lor the Protect 

The participants were ver\ satisfied with the support provided by the University staff 
members. The majontv indicated that the support provided bv their school administrator was 
very %ood. 1 louevcr. a few respondents noted that they would like to sec communications 
txnwccn themselves and the school's administrator improve. 
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The Report Writing Process 

As was stated earlier, the report w riting support was prov ided through a three da\ 
workshop format. In order to assess the support prov ided, Part B of the Teachers' Survey 
w as distributed on 19 May 1 W4 (sec Appendix B for a copy of the survey). Nine of tiie 1 1 
participants look part in the workshops and were given surveys to complete. 

Overall, Project participants thought that the University staff provided useful assistance 
during the report writing process. The reports were perceived as helping them to make 
connections between theory and practice , develop a plan for Year J, evaluate the value of the 
Project, and make judgments about student progress. The results also indicated that the 
participants were more positive in their comments about the report writing process in Year 2 
than was the case in Year 1 . This w as likely due to ( 1 ) the fact that in Y car 1 the survey was 
administered before most participants had written then reports and (2) that in Year 2 three 
additional workshop sessions provided specific time lor participants to sit down and do then 
planning. 

Kecom mend at ions. 

9 . Implementation Plans and Student Outcome Reports should continue 
to be written, and the teacher participants should be responsible for 
their production. 

10. University staff should continue to provide support for the report 
writing process and that the number of sessions established for Year 
2 remain the same for Year 3. 

1 1 . The report writing process should be initiated sooner in the year with 
participants beginning the data recording stage as soon as they have 
completed collecting their baseline data. 

Protect Usefulness and Final Comments 

A large percentage of the participants staled that they had learned a number of new skills 
and were alreadx mvi/ii; these in their t lassroonis. It was noteworthy that the most often 
specified new skills w ere related to utilization of different teaching strategies and assessing 
student progress 

ERJC *™ 
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A majority of the respondents indicated that the Project had resulted in a number of 
positive changes in their students* [performance. How ever, first year participants were more 
likely to feci that their students had made positive gains as a result of the Project than were 
Participants who have been in the Project for two years. Given the general positive comments 
about the Project by second year participants, wc do not know why this difference was found. 

Recom mendations. 

12. The Project should continue to emphasize teacher specification of 
student performance objectives and teacher assessment of student 
outcomes. 

Concluding Remarks 

Responses to the Teacher Survey correspond very closely with the nine conditions 
McGovvan ( 1990) identified as necessary for effective collaboration. 1 First, collaboration takes 
time and the w illingncss to expend the necessary time. Wc believe that the participants 
exhibited this w illingncss throughout Year 1 , and their attendance at meetings and their report 
writing attest to this fact 

Second, the individuals involved in the collaboration must sec benefits for their 
institutions and themselves. Teacher perceptions about establishing specific pcrlormancc 
objectives and assessing student outcomes highlight the importance of seeing benefits. In 
addition, the collaborativ e effort must address the real needs of all those involved. Participant 
empowerment assures that such issues arc addressed. 

Third, the lormal leadership of the inv olved institutions must be supportive. The support 
the of administration should articulated publicly. Also, they need to understand the issues 
being studied and encourage their sUil I to participate. The survey and our experience indicated 
that the White Horse Plan School Div ision No. 20 administration was publicly supportive ot 
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ihc Project and encouraged staff participation. The spending of Division funds to allow 
additional staff to participate exemplifies such support. 

h>uith. a core group should be responsible for planning and setting priorities. The 
Management Committee, which was composed of teacher participants, school administrators. 
Student Support Branch consultants and University slafl, served this purpose. Even though 
this was a new role for some of the participants, their comments indicated they appreciated the 
planning and decisions making opportunities this committee and the study group afforded 
them. 

Five, mutual respect is essential for those engaged in a successful collaborative activity. 
Survey comments and our observations indicated that this collcgiality was established. All 
participants (i.e., sctux>| and university) were open to Icam from each other. We believe that 
all of us fell we had valuable ideas to contribute and that our colleagues accepted them as such 

Six, collaboration needs direction. The participants must know whv they arc there and 
hate a clear sense of what they would like to accomplish. It was obvious thai the 
establishment of then ow n specific student pcrlormancc objectives was important for the 
participants. It was cquallv important to them that the Project goals and format be clearly 
communicated. This, howev er, seemed to be a Project weakness. 

Seven, at some point early in the collaboration, the group needs to set up an operational 
structure. Th's was done, but survey comments indicated that some participants felt setting this 
structure up Ux>k time (mm other endeavors. Regardless, some flexible rules or operating 
pi< vedurcs need lo be established so that expectations arc clear for all involved. The I act that 
the participants were able to judge it expectations were being met indicates that the operational 
structure was successful 

Kight, a collaborative group should have one or more process models to guide its 
deliberations We belicv e that the pn vess models used in the group developed naturally lathci 
than being pre-planned. The entry level model was one that might be characterized as a sharing 
model that prov ided a non threatening starting point 



ERLC 



41 



Teacher Surv eys: Year Two 
Page 4! 

Nine, a critical condition for successf ul collaboration is the willingness to be flexible. 
The participants in the RAVI exemplified such willingness. They always attempted to 
understand the perspectives of others and ucrc willing to thmk about new ways of doing 
things. 

The form of collaboration, used in the RAVI Project is not quickly or easily established. It 
depends on building mutual understandings, establishing trust, creating a structure for 
implementing decisions, and making a serious commitment over an extended period of time. 
Projects of this sort require that the participants overlook differences and work together toward 
mutual goals. We believe that the RAVI participants exhibited the open communication, trust, 
honesty and the long-term commitment required of those committed to making productive 
change in classrooms. 
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READING/WRITING IMMERSION: A DECISION MAKING LITERACY 

DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

TEACHER SURVEY 

PART A 

April 14, 1994 



One of the conditions of the funding for this Project is that it be evaluated. The purpose of this 
survey is to collect information from the participants in order to provide ev aluative information 
to the f under and also to provide information that will assist in making improvements, if 
needed, to the Project. As previously discussed with you, all responses will be kept 
completely confidential! Therefore, do not include your name anywhere on 
this survey! 

Since the sessions on report writing will not take place until May 5, 10 and 19, we have 
decided to divide the survey into two pails. Part A includes questions related to the Group 
Sessions and School Visits* Part B will include questions related to the Report Writing 
Sessions. Dividing the survey into two Parts will not only assist us in getting our year end 
repoit completed on tunc, but it should also make it easier for participants to respond. That is, 
instead of having to complete one rather long survey, the work has been divided into two 
shorter components. Part B will be handed out to participants who take part in the report 
writing sessions on May 19, 1994. 

Please complete and return this survey in the envelop provided. In order to allow us adequate 
time to analyze the results, please mail the survey back to us by Friday, April 29, 1994 . 
Al tcr the data has been compiled, it w ill be shared with you at one of our meetings. 

Please read each question carefully. For each question, find the response which best 
represents your opinion and circle it . IT you need more space for wnting in 
comments/suggestions, use the back of the page. If you have any questions concerning the 
survey, we will be more than happy to answer them (phone Paul at 474-8712). We would like 
to thank \ou in advance for taking the time to assist us in the very important task of evaluating 
the Reading/Writing Immersion Project. 



Cicrr\ Brau 



Paul Madak 
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A. The school I work in is 

9 (81.8%) ! . ) an official member of the Project. 
2 (18.2%) 2. ) an unofficial member of the Project. 



B. This is my 

5 (45.5%) 1 . ) first year in the Project. 

6 (54.5%) 2.) second year in the Project. 

I. MEETINGS 

1 . The meetings for the Reading/Writing Immersion Program have been held at St. Francois 
Xavicr Filcmentary Sch(X)l. How do you feel about this location? 

8 (72.7%) 1.) the location is fine. 

2 (18.2%) 2.) the location is too far from my home school. 

1 ( 9.1%) 3 . ) it docs not matter to me \v here the meetings arc held. 

2 . Raic the nx>m in u Inch the meetings have been held in by circling the most appropriate 
response. 







Very 
Good 


Good 


Poor 


Vcr\ 
Poor 


a.) 


room is clean 


100.0% 


0.0% 


0.0% 


0.0% 


b.) 


room is well lighted 


100.0% 


0.0% 


0.0% 


0.0% 


e ) 


si/c of the nxim is adequate 


90.9% 


9.1% 


0.0% 


0.0% 


d ) 


tcmpcrat'irc of room is 
comfortable 


36.4% 


45.5% 


18.2% 


0.0% 



* In \our opinion, ho\s would you rate the overall organization of the meetings held so far 0 

6 (54.5%) 1 .) meetings have been very well orgam/cd. 

4 (36.4%) 2 ) meetings have been well organized 

1 ( 9.1 %) 3.) meetings have been pcxirly organized 

0 ( 0.0%) 4.) meetings have been very pmrly organized. 
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Comments/suggestions for improvement. 

• Too much repetition and off task. 

• I wish more people would have brought work samples and idea* to share. Even 
when we were told to, people didn't. Maybe if it was made mandatory there would 
be a greater effort put forth. 

• Sometimes, too much time was spent on one area, such as the Miscuc Analysis 
\s hich, I feel, could have been discussed in a much shorter time. 

• not always ended up with learning of specific but were still important info, 
provided. 

Given that one of the main goals of this Project is that a collaborative approach be ulili/cd, 
how satisfied arc you with the opportunities you hav e had with regards to input into the 
agendas of the meetings? 

10 (90.9%) 1.) very satisfied. 

0 ( 0.0%) 2.) somewhat satisfied. 

1 ( 9.1%) 3.) somewhat dissatisfied. 
0 ( 0.0%) 4.) not at all satisfied. 

Comments/suggestions for improvements. 

• Nothing new. Too much lime taken up with diagnostic and not enough time with 
strategics. Writing was supposed to be our focus. 

When you have made suggestions with regards to the meeting agendas, did you feel that 
your suggestions were given adequate consideration? 

8 (72.7%) 1 . ) v cry adequate consideration. 

2 (18.2%) 2.) adequate consideration. 

1 ( 9.1%) 3.) were considered, but not adequately- 
0 ( 0.0%) 4.) were not considered at all. 

Comments/suggestions. 

Based on suggestions received at the end of Year One, this year's group meetings were a 
half -day long rather than a full-day and more time was given to school visits. Overall, 
how would you rate this change? 

9 (81.8%) I.) I liked the halfway meetings. 

0 ( 0.0%) 2.) I did not like the hall -day meetings 

2 (18.2%) N/A 
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Comments/suggestions 

• 1 can't compare the two, because I wasn't here last year. But I would think that 
half day sessions and more time to on site visits would be better if you arc receiving 
visits. 

• The school allowed us to work on the project for the second-half. Therefore, 
suggestions, ideas, or resources could be investigated immediately - very 
beneficial. Thanks. 

• 1 appreciated the school visits. 

• We waste too much time on the road. The other 1/2 day is not great for anything. 

• 1 found the whole-day meetings were too long to sustain my attention. 

• The half day was g<xxl for material presentation but in my situation because of 
distance the other half day was basically wasted. 



II. MATERIALS/READINGS 



7 . On cralL how would you rate the quality of the reading and other professional materials 
that have been provided to you in Year Two? 

5 (45.5%) 1.) \ cry high quality. 

5 (45.5%) 2.) high quality. 

0 ( 0.0%) 3 . ) po< >r qual 1 1\ . 

0 ( 0.0%) 4.) very pwr quality 

1 ( 9.1%) Missing. 

Comments/suggestions 

• What raiding materials? There was nothing specifically new this year. The Pippin 
Books were interesting reading, but nothing new and wc never really discussed the 
info. 

• Not made aware o! nn hat is available at the school. 



K. Do you feel that the reading and other professional materials provided to you during Year 
Two have presented: 

1 ( 9.1%) 1 ) mostly new mlormation. 

9 (81.8%) 2.) a half-and-half mixture of new and old lnlormaaon 
1 ( 9.1%) 3 ) mostly old information that 1 already knew 
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9 Overall, how would you rate the usef ulness of the reading and other professional materials 
provided to you in Year Two? 

9 (81.8%) I.) very useful. 

I ( 9.1%) 2, ) ■ somewhat uscf ul , 

1 ( 9.1%) 3.) not very useful. 

0 ( .0.%) 4. ) not at all useful. 

Comments/suggestions for improvement 

• No new strategies prov ided. 

• Alter being in it for a year, I was able to understand & compliment 
thconcs/matcnals with a much improved confidence. 

• Wc need more time to absorb & time to read. 

• I would like more discussion and comments about professional materials wc have 
read. 



1 0. \ low would you rate the amount ol information that has been provided to you in Year 
Two? 

0 ( 0,0%) I . ) far Ux> much material. 

1 ( 9.1%) 2.) just a little loo much materia! to be raid in one week. 
5 (45.5%) 3 . ) the n ght amoun L 

4 (36.4%) 4. ) could have dealt with a little more material each week. 

1 ( 9.1%) 5.) lar too little in the way of materials/readings were provided. 

Comments/suggestions for improvement 

• Wc, 1 thought, were to concentrate on writing this year. 

• It is dif ficult to answer. Some weeks there was a fairly large amount ol reading 
material. At other times there was a minimal amount to read or none at all. 



1 1 . How adequate was the University Stall follow-up to the reading and other professional 
materials (i.e., w illingness to discuss/explain ideas presented in the materials/readings)? 

9 (81.8%) 1 ) vers adequate. 

1 ( 9.1%) 2.) adequate. 

0 ( 0.0%) 3.) somew hat adequate 

1 ( 9.1%) 4 ) not at all adequate. 

Comments/suggestions for improvement. 

• Perhaps 1 was not "present", but I don't remember an\ assigned readings. 

• Impressive willingness to gne assistance. 
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1 2. Do you feel lhat the reading and other professional materials given to you in Year Two 
covered the topic areas that you thought would be covered when you started the Program 
in September I W3? 

5 (45.5%) I.) yes, very few surprises, 

2 (18.2%) 2.) yes, but there were a number of areas 1 did not expect to be covered. 

2 (18.2%) 3.) no, there were a lot of areas covered that I did not expect. 

2 (18.2%) Missing. 

• Personally 1 thought kx> much time was spent on miscues; but it was the decision ol 
the majority. I found the review beneficial. 

• Did not know what to expect. 

• Because I wasn't part of the Project the year before I didn't know what to expect. 



1 Were there topic areas you would have liked to ha\ c received materials on, but did not? 

6 (54.5%) 1.) yes. 
5 (45.5%) 2.) no. 

If ycs v w hat were those topic areas? 

• More and different strategics to help "at-risk kids M . 1 thought our locus was to be 
writing, not reading miscuc analysis. 

• Specific strategies to meet goals, because I did not have the advantage of on-site 
\ isits. The testing ideas we were given were excellent, but strategics to solve 
problems were probably part of the on-site v isits. 

• I'm anticipating receiving the student - led conlcrcncc materials. 

• Perhaps some new teaching strategics. 

• 1 would have liked more material on teaching dillcrcnt reading strategics and also 
information on how to detect a child's best learning style. 

• But not because there was any wasted time. 

• I would have liked more specific strategics to try and meet certain needs. 



1 4. Gi\cn that this is a collaborative Project did you led that you could suggest reading and 
other professional materials lor the group? 

9 (81.8%) I.) yes 
2 (18.2%) 2.) no. 
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Comments/suggestions 

• As a newcomer, I was not always sure of the group direction. And as a first year 
teacher I didn't hav e a lot of background information and experience to suggest. 
This was more of a learning rather than a collaborative experience for me. 

• However, I don't think it would have the breadth and range that Drs. Bravi & 
Madak have consistently brought to the meetings. 

• From the beginning 1 wasn't sure of our direction. This is probably because I was 
new this year as well as being a first year teacher. 



III. SCHOOL VISITS 



15. How helpful were observations or suggestions that were made during the schcx>l visits? 

5 (45.5%) 1 .) very useful. 

3 (27.3%) 2 . ) somewhat uscf ul . 

0 ( 0.0%) 3 . ) not very useful . 

0 ( 0.0%) 4. ) not at all useful . 

3 (27.3%) Docs not apply to my situation. 

Comments/suggestions for improvement. 

• I don't have a classrwm. So 1 did not answer #15 - l c >. 

• Teacher be freed to debrief; without handling the class at the same time. Written 
questions & objectives & strategics given to Dr. B. prior to lesson - focus on these 
dunng debriefing. 

• M\ room was not v isitcd per se as mine was not the target group. 

• As of now 1 haven't been v isitcd at my school. 

1 ft How helpful were the schml visits in assisting you to make connections between the 
materials/content presented in the sessions at St. Francois Xavicr Elementary Schwl and 
what you do with kids? 

5 (45.5%) I.) very useful. 

3 (27.3%) 2.) somewhat useful. 

0 (0.0%) 3 . ) not very useful . 

0 ( 0.0%) 4.) not at all useful 

3 (27»3%) Dix:s not apply to my situation. 

Comments/suggestions lor improvement. 

• But at times I'm still very confused 
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1 7. Overall, when comparing al! of the components of the Reading/Wnlmg Immersion Project 
(i.e.. sessions at the St. Francois Xavier Elementary School and school visits) during Year 
Two, how important were the school v isits made by Gerry and Paul? 

3 ( 27.3%) 1 .) the mosi important component. 

4 (36.4%) 2.) equal in importance to the other two components. 
1 ( 9.1%) 3 . ) not as important as the other two components. 

0 ( 0.0%) 4.) not at all important 

3 (27.3%) Docs not apply to my situation. 



Comments/suggestions. 

• Since I was in the Project unofficially in Year One, 1 regarded these visits as an 
opportunity to have Dr. B. observe me "in-action". This then would help me know 
if I had indeed implemented the theory' appropriately, effectively & efficiently. 

• You arc able to be more specific regarding your own students. 

1 X. Compared to Year One, do \ou feel that the increase in the number of sch<x>l visits was a 
gocxl decision? 

3 (27.3%) 1 .) Do not know , 1 was not part of the Project last year. 
5 (45.5%) 2.) Yes. 
0 ( 0.0%) 3.) No. 

3 (27.3%) Docs not apply to my situation. 



Comments/suggestions. 

• I w as a part of Year One, but did not have school visits. 

• 1 feel 1 1 is important for those who are in the project for their first year. 

l c >. Do \ou ha\e any other commcntsconcerns that you would like to add about the school 
\ isits? 

• I would like to sec all Project members in one school \ isitcd at one lime. 7< ol time 
with each teacher could var> . During debnefing all teachers would benefit I rom 
"good" points, "improvements*' as well as adding other insights to the strategics, 
students & become aware of strength of a student that could be their's in another 
year. 

• I was very comfortable with the school visits. They were done in a very non- 
thrcatening way. Never did 1 feel that my teaching methods were being criticized or 
evaluated. 

• Make it den^eur that teacher's present in written form exactly w hat it is they ask 
Drs. Hravi & Madak to observe, assist & comment , in adv ance 
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IV. PROJECT EXPECTATIONS 



20 At this point in time, is the Project: 

0 ( 0.0%) 1 .) exactly what you thought it would be. 

7 (63.6%) 2.) very close to what you thought it would be. 

2 (18.2%) 3.) somewhat close to what you thought it would be. 

2 (18.2%) 4. ) not at all what you thought it to be. 

It not what you thought, how is it different? 

• I had no information on the course before I started, other than it would be very 
useful for me to lake, (and it was extremely useful!) 

• It is not different, I just wasn't sure what to expect. 



21. Is the Project turning out to be as useful to you as you thought it would be'? 

7 (63.6%) 1 .) yes, very useful. 

3 (27.3%) 2.) yes, somewhat useful. 

1 ( 9.1 %) 3.) no, not very useful. 

0 ( 0.0%) 4.) no, not at all useful. 

Comments/suggestions for improvements. 

• Need more strategics, new techniques in working with "at-risk students." 

• It has made mc very aware of my objectives, how 1 go about to achieve (hem and 
making my results or achievements measurable. 

22. At this point, how confident arc you that your expectations for the Project will be reached? 

3 (27.3%) 1 . ) \ cry confident. 

5 (45.5%) 2 . ) somewhat confident. 

1 ( 9.1%) 3. ) not very confident. 
0 ( 0,0%) 4. ) not at all confident. 

2 (18.2%) Missing. 
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Why or why not? 

• Strategics, strategics, strategies, please. 

• The expectation that this course would be useful was definitely reached. But, my 
own goals for my students, in a lot of tests won't be reached - Too many goals, 
too little class time, trying to work in all educational aspects with limited resources 
including lack of experience. 

• mv job may change. Division pull out backing, I am concerned for Year Four. 

I low supportive is division? Will they expect this all to lake place on teachers' own 
time or will they still devote paid time somewhat? 

• The Project has helped me become specific with goals and objectives. 

• My class is too great a load lor any I teacher - I often feel somewhat overwhelmed. 

• There were a lot of outside interferences that may have hampered the results. 

• I didn't have any definite expectations for the Project. What 1 decided on lor m\ 
specific expectations for my students in the Project I am confident we stnvcd hard 
to reach. That is showing growth. 



3 The time I spent on the Project this year was: 

1 ( 9.1 %) 1 .) much more than I expected. 

4 (36.4%) 2.) a bit more than I expected. 

3 (27.3%) 3 . ) just w hat 1 expected. 

3 (27.3%) 4.) a bit less than 1 expected. 

0 ( 0,0%) 5.) a lot less than I expected. 

4. Do you have any additional commcnts/conccms/suggcstions to make regarding the aim 
ol time taken up by this Project in Year Two? 

• 1 was \cry interested and just wanted to savor all I could. 



. SUPPORT FOR THE PROJECT 



5 In \tuir opinion, how would you rate the University Staff in the areas listed below? 



Al ways 



Sometimes 



Never 



a. ) thc\ arc approachable 



90.9% 



9.1% 



0.0% 



b ) they value my opinions 



81.8% 



18.2% 



0.0% 
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Always Sometimes Never 

c . ) they treated me as a 

professional 90.9 % 9. 1 % 0.0% 

d ) thev were willing to 

answer all my qucsUons 90.9% 9. 1 % 0.0% 

e. ) they empathize with the 

problems I have to deal 

w ith in the classroom 90.9% 9. 1 % 0.0% 

f . ) thev suggest rather than 

dictate or criticize 8 1 .8 % 1 8.2 % 0.0 % 

g. ) thev actively Icx^k for and 

encourage my input 72.7% 27.3% 0.0% 

h . ) they hcl p mc feci more 

confident about what I do in 

the classroom 72.7% 27.3% 0.0% 

i . ) thev make suggestions that 

arc useful tome 72.7% 27.3% 0.0% 

j . ) thev try to make the Project 

challenging 63.6% 36.4% 0.0% 

Comments/suggestions for improvement. 

• They try to make the Project challenging in a gcxxi way. 

>. In vour opinion, how would you rate the support being provided to this Program from 
your school's administrators)? 

9 (81.8%) 1.) very good. 

2 (18.2%) 2.) good. 

0 ( 0.0%) 3 ) p<x>r. 

0 ( 0.0%) 4.) \cry poor. 

Comments/suggestions for improvements. 

• At times I v. ondcr how much they actually know about what is going on. Do they 
have a copy of the goals, do they know /observe the teacher's implementation ol 
them? If at times we try 1 method only to throw it out & re-do it a different way do 
they understand orcntici/c? 

• I don't feel there was enough communication between the principal and the 
classroom teacher It seemed that budget and other administrative issues were onl\ 
discussed with the participating resource teacher Support I rom the administrator 
wits good, however, I question whether he was truly interested in the project. I 
was ne\ er asked any questions, etc. 
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• There was insufficient carry over from the previous personnel m our seh<x>l (i.e., 
teacher & resource involved at our school). 

♦ In our situation we did not sec the carry over that we should hu\ c had from school. 



VI. PROGRAM USEFULNESS AND FINAL COMMENTS 



27 Based on your experiences with the Project, how would your rale the following Hems? 
a.) I Imd that the information presented so far has been: 

8 (72.7%) I.) ver\ useful. 

2 (18.2%) 2.) useful. 

I ( 9.1%) 3.) somewhat useful. 
0 ( 0.0%) 4 . ) not at al I uscf u I . 

b ) 1 find thai I am already trying out some of the ideas/techniques in m\ 
class rexun. 

11 (100.0%) 1.) vcs. 
0 ( 0.0%) 2-) no. 

c ) If tnd that I ha\ c already adopted some of the ideas/ techniques as part M \\ hat 1 
do m my elassrwm. 

II (100.0%) 1.) vcs 
0 ( 0.0%) 2.) no. 

d ) Based on your experiences thus far, what do you feel is the probability that you 
u ill make changes to what you do in the classroom? 

8 (72.7%) 1 . ) I am UXMf certain I will make changes. 

3 (27.3%) 2 ) I am 85% certain I will make changes. 
0 ( 0.0%) 3 . ) I am 50% certain I will make changes. 
0 ( 0.0%) 4. ) 1 am 25<# certain 1 will make changes. 

0 ( 0.0%) 5.) I am 1(X)% certain that I will not make changes. 

• Man> changes have already been implemented. 

c ) Based on your experiences thus far, have you seen positive changes in the 
perf ormance of your students that are a direct result of this Project? 

8 (72.7%) 1 . ) yes, 1 have noticed many positi ve changes 

3 (27.3%) 2 ) yes, I have noticed a few positive changes 

0 ( 0.0%) 3. ) no, 1 ha\ c not noticed any positive changes 

0 ( 0.0%) 4.) 1 do not know. 
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t . ) Do you feci that this Project has helped you to improve your teaching skills? 

10 (90.9%) I.) vcs. 
1 ( 9.1%) 2.) no. 

Comments. 

• Those changes that 1 ha\ c made are from last year's time, not from this year. 

• Just moved down to Primary - given this appointment is much tetter than taking 
standard university courses to gain experience & knowledge in this area. 

• It has helped me to decide how & to what minimal lev el I would like at-nsk 
students in my class, to attain. 

• But a person has to want to change and work hard at it. 

> 

Namc/dcscnbc some changes that you ha\ c made in your classroom during Year Two that 
arc a direct result of this Project. 

• I don't have a classroom. 

• Teaching low ard more specific goals and letting the students know the goals we are 
trving to achieve. Basic goals arc shared. We have a direction to go in to get where 
w'c want to be. I have used specif ic class motivations, like charting their growth 
visually. I have given them ownership of some of the goals, (reading & Dolch 
words)' which they cnjo\ . To get a better understanding of stones, we have 
participated m involvement in play time, puppet shows and performing plays, and 
in re- telling. 

• More writing - a w ider range of writing classes. Attempting to tie parents into the 
equation of their child, i.e., Reading logs, writing letters, more published stones. 

• 1 . Objective wnting: I ha\c written objectives in place that help me to focus my 
teaching on spccil ic skills, etc. 

2. Testing & data collection: This has become an ongoing thing for me. I am 
trving to be more organized in my collection of data. 

3 . Analy/jng data: I am able to identity students having difficulty in a certain area, 
and make quicker decisions as to how to rc-lcach that skill. 

4 Peer teaching: I have found that I tend to let students explain their thought 
processes to each other more so now . 

• Objectives lor special needs students (short and long-term). 
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• I was able to purchase more library books lor the students and have rc-arranged my 
classroom library to make books more accessible to the students. This has 
encouraged the home reading program also. 

• More emphasis has been pul on reading & testing the reading. 1 have become a 
better cvaluator - my evaluation tools & skills have improved - data is more reliable 
& not so subjective - more impencal evidence has been gathered. 

• 1 ) Working more with small groups. 

2) Targeting specific areas of weakness within those groups. 

3) Using different methods to establish baselines. 

4) Do more reading miscuc analysis. 

5) More oral retelling of stones. 

6) Using information from #'s 4 & 5 to make improvements in reading. 

• H\aluate and recorded results much more efficiently, 
used assessment as on going process. 

did more 1 on 1 teaching again. 

I used more behavioral objectives to sec my other goals met 

• Although I was not a part of year one, the project helped me w ith setting up my 
evaluation process. 

2^. II \ou could change one thing about the Project, what would it be? 

• I would like more time spent on learning new strategics to help students with the 
reading/writing process. A re hash of the previous year's info, is not a valid use ol 
my time. 

• 1 think that on-site visits arc very important because each class has its own unique 
situations that can't be dealt with in the group. It would be nice if the time and 
money could be found for everyone to benefit from this. 

• increased time for both theory and the practical that is observed. Observed in this 
manner (non-authonty expert - - re: teacher evaluation within division) you feel Ircc 
to attempt things that have/arc problem areas. You don't have to "set-up" the 
situation so it works well. More of this is a g(xxl way to expand your strengths & 
minimi/c weakness. 

• I would change the role of the resource teachers. I'm not even sure what their job 
is Taking minutes at meetings? Going to the management meetings? I don't find 
them helpful in my classroom situation. I've learned to deal with learning problems 
on my own. 
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• Determine a Divisional Coordinator for the Project (not necessarily an 
administrator). 

• The distance vvc need to travel should be equalized tor all. 

• Nothing. . 

• I would like to o more 'hands-on' activities at the workshops. For example, let's 
do a reading miscuc or role play a 'child led conference'. 

• \ would just love to send an entire year just studying the various aspects of reading 
and become more proficient in teaching strategics. 

• 1 would like to sec the on site visits take place first. Discuss specific strategics, 
then be able to discuss with the group what you did and how it went. 

30. Given what has taken place between the start of the Project and now , do you have any 
suggestions that you have not already made earlier in this survey for improv ing the 
Reading/Writing ; Immersion Project? If so, what arc they? 

• 1 led that some teachers in\ oh cd with the project felt or arc still feeling like they 
were "forced" into participating. I am guessing that this is why some people don't 
bring work samples or discuss then students at the meetings. 

I don't think that the administrators were \ cry open about this project from the 
beginning. Maybe these feelings could have been avoided if the teachers had been 
given a chance to decide for themsch cs whether they would participate or not. 

• There should be time for teachers to observe and consult with one another in 
classroom settings. 



3 1 Do \ou have any other comments/concerns that you would like to add, but haven't been 
asked? 

• I'd like to thank the Division for allowing myself & others to benefit from this 
Project in addition to the Provincially funded teachers. 



None. 



None! 



No! 
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Teacher Survey And Results For Part B 
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READING AVRIT1NG IMMERSION: A DECISION MAKING LITERACY 

DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

TEACHER SURVEY 

PART B 

May 19, 1994 



One of the conditions of the funding for this Project is that it be evaluated. The purpose of this 
survey is to collect information from the participants in order to provide evaluativ e information 
to the fundcr and also to provide information that will assist in making improvements, if 
needed, to the Project. As previously discussed with you, all responses will be kept 
eompletely confidential! Therefore, do not include your name anywhere on 
this survey! 

As was explained in the first survey, since the sessions on report writing did not take place . 
until Mav 5, 10 and 19, we decided to divide the survey into two parts. Part A included 
questions related to the Group Sessions and SehcxM Visits. Part B includes questions related to 
the Report Writing Sessions. 

Please complete and return this survey in the envelop provided. In order to allow us adequate 
time to analv/c the results, please mail the survey back to us by Friday, M ay 27, 1994. 
Alter the data has been compiled, it will be shared with you at one of our meetings. 

Please read each question carefully. For each question, find the response which best 
represents vour opinion and circle it . If you need more space lor writing in 
comments/suggestions, use the back of the page. If you have any questions concerning the 
survey, we w ill be more than happ> to answer them (phone Paul at 474-8712). Wc would like 
to thank you in advance for taking the time to assist us in the very important task of evaluating 
the Reading/Writing Immersion Project. 



Gerry Bravi 



Paul Mariak 
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A The sch<x)l I work in is 

6 (75.0%) 1 . ) an official member of the Project. 
2 (25-0%) 2.) an unofficial member of the Project 



[J. This is my 

5 (62-5% ) I . ) first year in the Project. 
3 (37.5%) 2.) second year in the Project. 



WRITING PROCESS 

I \ low helpful were the university staff m assisting you m writing your final school report? 

8 (100.0%) I.) very helpful. 

0 ( 0.0%) 2.) somewhat helpful. 

0 ( 0.0%) 3.) not very helpful. 

0 ( 0.0%) 4.) not at all helpful. 

Comments/suggestions: 

• It was well guided & well followed. 

• The outline was very helpful. Having Paul at the schcxil for all three days was also 
very helpf ul. 

2. How useful was writing the final school report in helping you to make connections 
between the material/content presented m the sessions at St. Francois Xavicr E!cmcntar\ 
School and w hat you do with kids? 

6 (75.0%) 1 . ) very useful . 

I (12.5%) 2.) somewhat useful. 

0 ( 0.0%) 3.) not very useful. 

0 ( 0.0%) 4.) not at all useful. 

1 (12.5%) Did not respond to the question. 

Comments/suggestions: 

• I have a much better idea of what I intend to do in Sept. next year. 

• It was extremely useful to tic all things together & to actually sec how obtainable 
your goals & objectives were. 



:RIC 



CI 



Teacher Surv eys: Year Two 
Page 61 



How useful was writing the final school report in helping you to develop an 
implementation plan for Year 3 of the Project? 

6 (75.0%) 1 .) very useful. 

2 (25.0%) 2.) somewhat useful. 

0 ( 0.0%) 3.) not very useful. 

0 ( 0.0%) 4.) not at all useful. 

Comments/suggestions: 

• I already can visualize a plan, organize and construct assessment that should be 
done throughout the year. 

• It helped me to decide which evaluation tools were easy to use or which ones were 
tm difficult. Also, it made me sec which objectives were specific enough or not. 

• It has made me more aware of the need for precise objectives and the ongoing need 
for careful documentation of students abilities and work samples. 



[. How useful was writing the final school report m helping you to evaluate the \alue of the 
Project to your professional development? 

7 (87.5%) I.) very useful. 

1 (12.5%) 2.) somewhat useful. 

0 ( 0.0%) 3 . ) not very useful , 

0 ( 0.0%) 4.) not at all useful. 

( \ Mtt mcnts'suggcstions: 

• I ha\c a better idea of my strengths and weaknesses and know what 1 need to work 
on. 

• it was a vcrv good learning year. Things were spread out to have a chance to 
absorb material, work with ft, record it to sec the results and to be able to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the project regarding reading & writing progress of children. 

• It has made me more aware of my students' needs and helps to concentrate on the 
small steps leading to the larger goal. 

5. How useful was writing the final sch<x>l report in helping you to evaluate the progress 
made by the students involved in the Project? 

8 (100.0%) 1 .) very useful. 

0 ( 0.0%) 2.) somewhat uselul. 

0 ( 0.0%) 3 . ) not very useful. 

0 ( 0.0%) 4.) not at all useful. 
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Comments/suggestions: 

• It is gtxxl to sec the proot of pa>grcss the students have made this year. 

• All progress becomes clearly recorded and accounted for. 

• Graphing results really made you see their progress. 

• Even though the progress varied to quite a degree, it was gratifying to sec that all 
children made progress ind that many skills were developing even though it 
couldn't be shown in graphs. 

What additional assistance could have been provided in Year Two that would have helped 
you in writing your final school report? 

• It might have been easier for us to \ isualizc the final data if the graphing and writing 
of information had been charted after the initial baseline information was gathered. 

• Three davs wasn't enough to wntc the report but i can't sec us getting any more 
da\s!7 

• The School Baud did provide computer lessons for all interested teachers. This 
certainly helped in the report writing. But, I still have not developed enough skills 
to make using a computer for the report an easy task. The three days 
computer/report assistance were essential. I could have benefited from more. 

• 1) Some time spent show ing us how to use the computer program to wntc the 

report & make use of the charts; time to practice this to familian/.c ourselves. 

2) Time to write out/keyboard our initial findings (baseline data) early in the year 
(No\. - Dec). 

Do you ha\ c any other comments/concerns you would like to add about writing the fmal 
schwl report? 

• Not having the proper program on the computers in the home school computers 
made things challenging. I've found testing a real challenge in my particular 
classroom. 

• It's a lot of work! 

• I appreciated having the group time with your help. 

• Kxccllcnt support through process - computers, using graphs & tables. 
Time given lor report w n ting is very valuable as well as teacher coverage 
{substitute costs) Thank you! both!! Peer interaction wits great! 
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Wniing the final report will be much easier the second year after having had the 
experience this vcar! 

Thank you! I enjoyed this course and learned a lot! 



THANK YOU! 
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